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History of Education Quarterly become largely invisible, as issues of academic freedom have subsumed the issue of homosexuality in the historical record. We reestablish the role of an anti-gay agenda in the ousting of a university president. In the cases at the universities of Wisconsin and Missouri, we discuss the building of the administrative machinery that would be used to purge campuses of gay students. Finally, a wealth of information regarding one student at the University of Missouri allows us to provide details about one student's use of democratic discourse in his defense. The justification for a purge at the State Department in 1947 had been that homosexuals were an increased security risk, and therefore posed a threat to democracy. But Richard Jackson at the University of Missouri used prodemocracy arguments to defend himself against the actions of the administration; he argued that spurious charges, not the existence of homosexuality, were the threat to democracy.
2 In addition, the student and his mother warned against the danger of too much power and control in the wrong people's hands. We conclude with some thoughts about next steps for research.
This article builds on a small amount of existing literature on ho mosexuality and campus life. While there are some historical works on this topic, none examine the immediate post-War period. Most stud ies of gay students in higher education look at the repression of the 1950s or the post-Stonewall period. Only two studies deal with an earlier period, and that work deals with two elite institutions (Dart mouth and Harvard) in the 1920s. 4 There are works that address gay purges in the military, the federal government, and of K-12 teachers and faculty in the 1950s, but there is no existing work on gay stu dents or faculty in the 1940s. 5 We also do not yet know the arguments used against, or by, gay students. The same unproven and irrational
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accusations made against gay schoolteachers and faculty in the late 1950s and 1960s-that of harming innocent children-could not be used against gay college students. Nor could the trumped-up argu ments used against gay State Department employees-that of risking national security-be used against students. 6 To what extent, then, did purging of gay college students happen in the 1940s, what justifications were used, and how did gay students resist the administration or defend themselves from accusation? This article is a first step in beginning to fill in this gap.
The purges at these three universities had much in common with a similar purge of gay men and lesbians from the State Department in Washington, D.C., a purge that is widely associated with McCarthyism. Indeed, much of what we know about this type of discrimination against gays and lesbians is about the McCarthy era. However, the State Department purge, and the events at Texas, Wisconsin, and Missouri, preceded the rise of Senator McCarthy. If we rely on information about McCarthyism for our understanding of anti-homosexual expulsions, we misunderstand a large portion of the story. This article documents gay purges on college campuses in the years before the rise of McCarthyism. Historian David Johnson argues that in 1950, outrage over homosexu als in the State Department was bigger than outrage over Communists. Further, Johnson argues, anti-homosexual crusades preceded the antiCommunist crusade. A member of Congress first expressed concern about gays in the State Department in 1947, three years before Mc Carthy's infamous entrance onto the witch hunt stage. In fact, although McCarthy did much to link Communists and homosexuals, the attacks on gays in the military and in the State Department had been going on for several years before McCarthy's rise to power.
As Johnson argues, 1948 was a hugely pivotal year in gay issues. That was the year that Alfred Kinsey published his Sexual Behavior in the Human Male, revealing that actual behavior was quite different from accepted standards. Not only were men engaging in far more masturbation and adultery than the general public might have thought, men also were engaging in homosexual activity. According to Kinsey, "37 percent of those surveyed had engaged in at least one homosexual "Historian David Johnson draws a distinction between a person constituting a security risk versus a loyalty risk. Loyalty was a state of mind; a Communist sympathizer was a loyalty risk. A person might be a security risk, however, by engaging in behavior that might lead to betraying secrets either inadvertendy (by sharing too much information while under the influence of alcohol, for instance) or begrudgingly because of being blackmailed (under threat of having one's homosexuality exposed, for instance). Johnson, The Lavender Scare, 5-7. Also see Braukman, Communists and Perverts.
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History of Education Quarterly act . . . since the onset of adolescence." Or, as Kinsey put it, "more than one male in three of the persons that one may meet as he passes along a city street" had had at least one homosexual experience.
7 For some people, this revelation of the frequency of homosexuality led to questions about "normal" sexual behavior. An article in The University of Chicago Law Review, for instance, reviewed state sex crimes and penalties and concluded that laws should "not punish voluntary private sexual relations between adults," arguing that law needed to reflect "social facts." 8 For other people, however, data about the surprising frequency of homosexuality was "a sign of declining American morals," and indi cation of a need for more punitive laws.
9 Conflating moral questions and mental health, many of these new laws included mandatory psy chiatric treatment. The definition of homosexuality as pathology may have come from the military during World War II. As historian Allan Berube has shown, the military changed its approach from an earlier system of court martialing those caught in homosexual acts, to a wartime system of labelling as mentally ill and dishonorably discharging anyone who appeared to have any homosexual tendencies.
10
Historian Beth Bailey argues that this view of homosexuality-labeling the person as mentally ill rather than labelling a particular act as criminal-moved from the military to college campuses after the War.
11 By 1949, several states and the District of Columbia had passed "sexual psychopath" laws. Where homosexuality had been merely a misdemeanor "disorderly con duct" offense, now even the presumption of homosexuality-without evidence of any homosexual behavior-could result in institutionaliza tion.
12 This was the case in Wisconsin at the time of the purge there. The purges at the universities of Wisconsin and Missouri may well have been part of a backlash against the suggestion that homosexuality might be normal. Prior to this, though, came the dismissals at the University of Texas.
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Kinsey Report. This is the first and the largest instance we have found so far, following the purges of the 1920s. In November, 1944 the Texas Regents dismissed President Homer P. Rainey after several years of in creasing tension between the Regents and Rainey. In 1942, the Regents had fired several economics professors for espousing New Deal policies, including labor laws. The Regents later banned several books from uni versity syllabi, including John Dos Passos* USA, a novel that some of the Regents found subversive. When President Rainey publicly protested these and other conflicts, the Regents fired him. Students and some faculty went on strike, and organized a "funeral" march mourning the death of academic freedom. As many as 8,000 students marched from the campus to the Capitol and to the Governor's Mansion. Rainey's firing-then and long afterwards-became associated with the cause of academic freedom, and rightly so. The American Association of University Professors (AAUP) investigated and censured the university for nine years. This is an important story in the history of academic freedom.
13
Far less well known is that the Rainey affair also included a purge of gay faculty and students. In fact, when the Regents first were required to justify their firing of Rainey, they cited his lack of toughness in ousting homosexuals. In October 1943, a faculty member reported to Rainey that it had come to his attention that two former students currently living in Midland, Texas had been arrested on charges of homosexu ality, and that these young men had implicated the university. Rainey went to Midland and discussed the situation with police there, learning that one of the former students named a specific faculty member with whom he had been involved. Rainey returned to campus and handed the matter over to the State Director of Public Safety for further in vestigation. According to historian Alice Cox, in the summer of 1944 "the investigator started picking up students for questioning, and as the students were released, word started to spread over the campus that an investigation of homosexuality was underway."
14 At the end of the summer, with the investigation completed, Rainey reported the issue to the Board of Regents.
15 According to one newspaper account, ten faculty and fifteen students either were dismissed or expelled or left due to the investigation. 
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The Regents needed to show a good reason for firing Rainey, and Rainey's opposition to faculty being fired for their political views, as in the case of the economics professors, or his opposition to censuring of literature, as in the case of the English department's use of the Dos Passos novel, was likely to reflect negatively on the Regents in the pub lic eye. What the Regents did, then, was to contend that Rainey had not taken swift or severe enough action against gays on campus. In the Texas State Senate hearings on the incident, Regent Orville Bullington testified that when Rainey learned about "a nest of homosexuals" at the university, "he kept it in his bosom eight long months." 17 When asked if he meant that Rainey condoned homosexuals, Bullington said that he did not think that was the case, but that Rainey "was not han dling it vigorously enough." 18 Rainey, for his part, asserted that he had handed the issue over to the proper authority-the Department of Public Safety-to handle it.
Rainey, and later the AAUP, objected that his alleged lack of vigor in ousting homosexuals was a smokescreen for other political issues. This is a "red herring" and not the "real reasons" for Rainey's dis missal, an AAUP representative said; Rainey was "diligent," not lax "with reference to the [homosexual] situation." 20 Likely this is accu rate; the Regents had many othfcr reasons, including state politics, to dislike Rainey and to want to remove him from office. Rather than risk public opprobrium by stating their real reasons, they grabbed on to a reason that would meet with little objection: as president, he had not protected the morality of the campus. Rainey defended himself in part by saying that of course he had moved to dismiss homosexuals, and therefore this was not the real reason the Board had dismissed him. Neither he nor the AAUP expressed any disapproval of the ousting of homosexual professors. When the AAUP issued the results of its in vestigation, it never even mentioned homosexuality or the dismissal of tenured professors who were accused of homosexual acts.
The Rainey case at Texas received a lot of national press for several years-at first when Rainey was fired, and then two years later when the AAUP issued its report. Other university presidents surely were well aware of the situation. It may have been the first time that the president of a university was public excoriated for not being more aggressive in dismissing gay faculty and students. Well before McCarthy, a public figure was openly vilified for giving even the appearance of protecting homosexuals. What impact this had on how universities handled issues of homosexuality on their own campuses is yet to be unraveled.
The Rainey case also demonstrates that the university adminis tration at Texas did not have its own mechanism for dealing with the issue of gay faculty or students. Rainey handed the case over to the state's Department of Public Safety-an agency off campus and outside the purview of the university. In just a few short years, the ap proaches at Wisconsin and Missouri were completely different. There, universities built their own "administrative machinery," separate from other state-wide departments or initiatives, for dealing with the issue.
The Case at the University of Wisconsin
The same year that the Rainey case made headlines around the country, a statewide meeting of sheriffs in Wisconsin urged passage of a law that would mandate institutionalization for all sex offenders, including ho mosexuals. The sheriffs were not happy with the minimal jail sentences already in place. The law championed by the sheriffs passed in 1947, just prior to the brief period of relative tolerance ushered in by the Kinsey Report. Known as a sexual psychopathic offender law, it "permitted the institutionalization for treatment of any sexual psychopath, whether or not the person committed a crime." 21 In 1951, the law was modified to require that the alleged psychopath be guilty of committing a crime before being held indefinitely; the law was not repealed until 1980. 22 Events targeting homosexuals at the University of Wisconsin be gan in June, 1948 when a campus police officer found two students in a car on university property. Newspaper accounts do not reveal exactly what the students were doing in that car, although it is easy to speculate. Campus police contacted city police and the district attorney's office, and launched an investigation. Two men were arrested on June 9, a third on June 11, and seven more on June 12. Among them were five current and four former university students. Four of the five current students pleaded guilty, and were given one year's probation and the stern warning from Judge Proctor that opened this article. At the time of their sentencing, June 21, the newspaper already listed these four as "former" students. Perhaps the students withdrew, or perhaps the 
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History of Education Quarterly university had wasted no time in dismissing them. The fifth student pleaded guilty to a lesser charge of disorderly conduct and was fined $100.
23
The administration at the University of Wisconsin dealt in two ways with students presumed to be homosexual, depending on whether there was proof of homosexual activity or not. The two central offices involved were the university police and the psychiatric division of the Student Health Services. Campus police "drive about in squad cars" looking for offenders of various types, including simple traffic violations. In the course of touring the campus, these officers, commissioned by the city police as "peace officers," might on occasion witness other activity. It was these "peace officers" who arrested the two students in a car that June night. In the case that there was evidence of homosexual activity, students would be turned over to the city police for prosecution, and if the activity were proven students would be dismissed.
24
Where there was suspicion but no proof, the administrative course of action was to send a student to the Student Health Services for psy chiatric evaluation. The director of psychiatric services was Dr. Annette Washburne, whose beliefs about homosexuality fit well with the new sexual psychopathic offender law. Washburne's psychiatric studies led her to believe that a "true" homosexual suffered from a sexual neurosis, or some other pathology, usually a form of dementia. If the "subject" was a "true" homosexual, the student would be "dispose[d] of as [a] medical case" for which there was no known effective treatment.
25
Washburne believed that in addition to "true" homosexuals, there were "pseudo" homosexuals, a category that applied to people who had engaged in homosexual activity, but did not exhibit a fixed pattern of engagement. She believed that their homosexuality was temporary and that because they possessed the potential to develop "normal hetero sexual patterns" they might benefit from psychotherapy. Her views may have reflected the view of military psychiatrists that homosexuals could be latent, casual, first-timers, or merely immature, or they might be "true" or "confirmed." 26 Washburne's taxonomy was simpler than the military's; for her, the choice was "true" or "pseudo." At the University of Wisconsin, the Director of Student Health Services could refer the "pseudo" homosexual to the Committee on Discipline for further consideration. Washburne was dismayed that even a "true" homosexual The university took a harder line on homosexuality than the court system did in Madison at the time. As noted, the judge could have sentenced these men to prison for years, or could have had them insti tutionalized as sexual psychopaths. Instead, noting that "[s]ome would have us believe that abnormal sexual behavior is natural and normal bio logically," Proctor merely placed them on probation for a year.
28 By the summer of 1948, findings of the Kinsey Report had been splashed across newspapers and magazines. Proctor himself clearly did not condone ho mosexuality, as he told the men they should be "deeply ashamed," yet he also sentenced them lighdy. Another judge dismissed altogether sodomy charges against two other men arrested in this same purge, fining them each $300 for possession of obscene literature. 29 The uni versity, however, not only dismissed the students; the administration also refused to end their form of "probation."
At least one of the students was about to graduate at the time of his arrest. A decorated war hero who had served as a navigator in the Air Force, Keith Pritchett made local headlines in 1944 when he was hit by enemy fire. Demonstrating remarkable calm under pressure, "before examining himself, he checked the nose turret to determine whether the gunner had been wounded and then gave a heading to the pilot so that if his wounds proved serious, the pilot could still find his way back to base."
30
In college as a veteran, he made headlines again in 1948 for his arrest for disorderly conduct, reduced from the initial sodomy charge. The university withheld the granting of Pritchett's degree on the condition that he seek psychiatric treatment for one year. At the end of the year, if the Student Health Center concurred, then the university would review the file and possibly grant the degree. Instead, he left the state. Almost two years later, in March 1950, Pritchett expected to be called back to active duty because of the Korean conflict. He wrote to the university asking for his degree to be granted so that he could be promoted. In his letter, he noted that seeing a psychiatrist was one of the requirements for getting his degree, and said, in a simple declarative 
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Histo?y of Education Quanerly statement, "I have not done so." He offered "financial limitations" as one reason for not seeing a psychiatrist, but did not leave it at that. "There has also been a sincere question in my mind concerning the real need which I have for such help." His instructor in his Air Training Squadron, and a psychiatrist on the base, sent letters to the university on his behalf, attesting to his mental fitness. But the University of Wisconsin's psychiatric services, after reviewing his file, upheld its own previous recommendation not to grant the degree. "After reviewing the case," psychiatrist Benjamin Glover wrote, "it is felt that there has been no essential change in the status of this young man from a medical viewpoint and, therefore, the previous recommendation should be retained.
The mark against this student, and possibly others, was indeed indelible.
When the University of Missouri learned that it too had a "homo sexual problem," it turned to the University of Wisconsin for help in dealing with it. Therefore, much of the way that officials at Missouri handled the issue was similar to that at Wisconsin, including the deci sion to leave a permanent blot on a student's record that would make enrollment at any other institution nearly impossible. This was the fate of Richard Jackson in 1949.
The Case of the University of Missouri
By the time Richard Jackson came to the attention of the Committee on Discipline in 1949, the University of Missouri-and in particular, its Dean of Men-had already created the organizational apparatus to deal with him. When the Dean of Men, Thomas A. Brady, set out to build the "administrative machinery" for dealing with homosexuality, he was helping forge a new course that would change how many campuses dealt with gay students for the next decades.
32 When Harvard dealt with what it considered its "homosexual problem" in the 1920s, Harvard did so by means of a secret and an ad hoc court. That judicial body was cobbled together to deal with that situation; there did not seem to be an intention to build a system to deal with future cases. The 1948-1949 cases in Missouri were very different. Missouri administrators were self-consciously setting out to create "administrative machinery." They knew this was not the beginning nor would it be the end of their "problem." Rather, it would be an ongoing issue, one that would require them to have a system permanently in place to deal with the problem of homosexuality. They were not alone; in fact, they could model their system on that recently put in place at the University of Wisconsin.
As early as the Spring of 1946, Missouri university officials were aware of the possible occurrence of homosexual activity involving mem bers of the campus community, but did not have enough evidence to pursue an investigation. Beginning around December 1947, Prose cuting Attorney Howard B. Lang, Jr. began a long investigation into "abnormal sex orgies" in St. Joseph and other central Missouri cities. During his investigation Lang asked the university to provide funds to pursue a private investigation that would "go into the student angle." Initially, the university accepted Lang's request, but later rejected it for reasons that are unclear. In May of 1948 the police identified E.K. Johnston, a tenured faculty member who had been at the university for 24 years and who had recently held the position of Acting Dean of the School of Journalism, as the principal leader of a homosexual "ring" that included up to 48 students, faculty, and community members. Ulti mately, a total of five men pled guilty to the charge of sodomy. Johnston was dismissed from the university before his case went to trial.
33
After the discovery of this homosexual "ring," the university sought to create a system that would deal with the problem. Similar to the system at the University of Wisconsin, Dean Brady created a system that involved campus investigators and local police, university disciplinary committees, and psychological assessments.
34
By Fall of 1948, Dean Brady developed "an excellent team" to conduct the work required to handle the discipline and homosexual cases. The members of his administrative machine included a psychiatrist in the Student Health Service, a university instructor in the field of Police Science, and a faculty member who served as Chair of the Committee on Discipline. When the original members had to be replaced (the psychiatrist took a position elsewhere, the instructor died, and the faculty member was assigned another administrative position), the roles and functions were well enough established that the new committee was quickly formed
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(with an instructor from the new Law Enforcement Training Program replacing the instructor from Police Science).
35
In Fall of 1949 when Dean of Men Brady met with officials at the University of Wisconsin regarding the system in place there, it seems to have solidified for him the belief that his own system was in good shape. His meeting with Washburne, though, gave him new ways to think about the psychiatric condition of homosexuals. Brady re turned to Missouri with an outline of Washburne's views on "true" and "pseudo" homosexuals. The Committee on Discipline would send sus pected homosexual students to a psychiatrist to determine if the student was a homosexual. The distinction between a "true" homosexual and a "pseudo" homosexual had implications for the student's discipline.
36
If psychiatric evaluation concluded that the student was a "true" ho mosexual, the student would be dismissed as an incurable medical case. If evaluation suggested that the student was not a "true" homosexual, then the Committee on Discipline would decide the student's fate. This still might result in dismissal, but might also result in therapy. This sys tem differs sharply from what was in place at the University of Kansas, where, according to Beth Bailey, "very, very few" gay students were expelled. There, she argues, gay students were less likely to be expelled than heterosexual students who also were caught in sexual misbehavior. At Kansas, gay students were seen as in need of therapy rather than discipline. In investigations of homosexuality on campus in 1955 and again in 1963, Bailey contends that there was no "witch hunt," and that no action was taken against any of the students.
37
If this is true, and if it had also been true in the 1940s, then the University of Kansas may have been perceived by administrators at other institutions as being weak on this issue. This might explain why Missouri's Dean of Men chose to travel a longer distance to learn about Wisconsin's system rather than travel to the much closer University of Kansas.
The documentation of the development of the University of Mis souri's "administrative machinery" created to deal with cases of homo sexuality sheds light on the methods used to handle what was perceived of as "the homosexual problem" in the 1940s. Unfortunately for Richard Jackson and perhaps countless other students, the administration cre ated a system without an avenue to ensure due process; rather, they created a system to eradicate what they considered a pervasive threat to normalcy.
Richard Jackson had come to the attention of the Committee dur ing the purge of 1948-1949, having regular attendee of "homosexual parries," including at least one party that also was attended by now-dismissed professor Johnston. Richard Jackson was called in for an interview with a subset of the committee, chaired by Willard L. Eckhardt, in March 1949. Jackson denied at tending parties, but then admitted to attending one particular party but seeing nothing "wrong" at the party. The Committee was certain he was lying about everything. "An alarming development in a companion case" led to a report to the full committee on March 16, 1949. Apparendy some of the "homosexual rings" that the Committee believed had been successfully purged during the prior year were resurfacing, and the Committee did not initiate dismissal action against Jackson be cause they thought he could help them identify the ringleader; he did not help them with this. On June 2, Eckhardt met with Jackson again, telling Jackson that his continual denials were absurd and that he was clearly lying. Eckhardt suggested Jackson meet with a psychiatrist who could either verify his statements of denial, or help him "correct his problem if he had one." Jackson agreed to meet with the psychiatrist, and Eckhardt told him to return to campus prior to the beginning of the Fall term so that the psychiatric sessions could be conducted before the term began. Jackson then left campus for the summer, assuming he would be able to return as a student in the fell.
However, on June 5, Eckhardt interviewed another student who confirmed to Eckhardt's satisfaction that Jackson had lied. Eckhardt now saw Jackson's willingness to meet the psychiatrist as nothing but "a stall," and concluded that the administration had no reason to post pone dismissal. Official notice was sent on September 13. On October 3, Jackson finally met with the entire Committee, which upheld his dismissal. Jackson then appealed to the Board, who decided against him when they met the following March. The Committee was forthright about not having any solid evidence that Jackson was a homosexual or had ever engaged in any homosexual acts, on or off campus. Jackson's unacceptable actions were that "he associated frequendy if not almost exclusively with homosexuals and persons believed to be homosexuals, and attended their 'gay' parties."
38
In addition to Jackson's actual behavior-that is, party attendance-the Committee accrued a lot of other "evidence" regarding his homosexuality. For instance, Jackson came from a broken home. Jackson's father left the family in 1946 and moved to California, and his mother indicated that her husband was mentally ill. This, the Committee determined, was in itself evidence of Jackson's homosexu ality, because "most homosexuals come from disorganized homes. The
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family life is part of the complete picture the Committee needs to properly evaluate a case." In addition, the Chairman of the Committee volunteered his own assessment of Jackson's mother as "emotionally unstable." 39 Richard Jackson's family could have been used as evidence for ex actly the opposite conclusion. Both of his parents held college degrees, a clear marker of class standing in the 1940s. His mother was a graduate of this same institution-the University of Missouri-and one might expect a bit of leeway toward the offspring of an alum. His father was a Baptist minister, and his uncle was a judge who had graduated from the University of Missouri's school of law. 40 Richard Jackson, then, seemed to come from a solid family that included a minister and a judge. Looked at this way, the family background seemed to invite leniency. Instead, the Committee found suspicious the fact that Richard's father switched denominations from Baptist to Methodist, and moved from Missouri to California; the mother was "emotionally unstable," and the judge had moved to another state and therefore did not have influence in Missouri.
Democratic Discourse
When Richard Jackson was expelled, he fought to be readmitted. He wanted an opportunity to prove his innocence, and he took great pains to provide evidence of his whereabouts on the dates of certain events. He even solicited a letter from the minister of a church verifying that the sermon and the music on a particular day were what Jackson had said they were, thereby, he hoped, proving that he was nowhere near a party that newspapers had reported was a party for homosexuals. In addition to attempting to document his innocence, he also took the adminis tration to task for the way they treated him. Their lack of due process and their interrogation techniques, Richard Jackson argued, were not in keeping with the values of a democratic society. In challenging the administrators' commitment to a free and open society, Jackson and his mother, who used similar arguments, were following in the steps of civil rights activists across the country who challenged racism in the United States in the wake of having just fought a world war that was supposed to ensure democracy.
From November 1949 through March 1950, both Richard Jackson and his mother wrote letters of appeal to the university. They did not shy away from the possibility of public scrutiny, even though the 
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In another letter addressed to the Committee on Discipline for Men, she again asserted her son's innocence and stated that the Com mittee had no evidence of any wrongdoing. If they have such evidence, she wrote, they have not made it known either to her or to her son. Again accusing the administrators of undemocratic procedures, she wrote that any evidence they might have should be "dealt with as our democratic precepts prescribe-not by the tactics and techniques that the gestapo employ, and that is meted out to individuals in a dictatorship."
43 Richard Jackson, in a letter to the university president, Frederick Middlebush, accused the Committee of having "proceeded on the thesis that I am guilty until proven innocent-just the opposite of the procedure em ployed in a democracy."
44
Questions about American democracy abounded during and im mediately after World War II. Most well-known are the questions that the war raised regarding race. During the war, anti-U.S. propaganda highlighted the juxtaposition of the United States fighting for freedom overseas while simultaneously practicing egregious racism at home. Civil rights proponents used the wartime rhetoric regarding Ameri can democracy to protest racial discrimination in the United States. and the issuing of a verdict with no evidence. The Jacksons also chal lenged the heavy-handed administrative use of university policy that labeled student behavior in such a way as to limit a student's future educational options without providing any evidence of that behavior whatsoever. Even the administrators were clear that they had no ev idence that Richard Jackson was homosexual or had ever engaged in any homosexual activity; they knew only that he associated with people who the administration believed to be homosexual. Presuming guilt-byassociation would be used to horrifying extent by McCarthy shortly, but here it was used by university officials and condemned by citizens who used the familiar rhetoric of the democratic necessity of challenging au thority, protesting secret courts, and attempting to quash the abuse of power. That power grew as the administration cemented new policies and procedures.
One such procedure that was used both at Wisconsin and at Mis souri was the imprint of the "indelible mark." Just as Wisconsin with held a diploma from a student who had met all die degree requirements, had written letters of recommendation from his military training unit after college, and who was about to go on another tour of military duty, so too did Missouri curtail the future options open to Richard Jackson. He applied to at least two other institutions-the University of Illinois, and die University of Chicago-but was admitted to neither because those registrars in turn wrote to the University of Missouri and were told why he was dismissed. 46 Jackson wrote that he "was dismissed in my senior year... for a reason or reasons that I do not know, by a Committee that I did not know, and by a Committee that did not know me
[Y]ou have taken three years out of my life and cast it away for no reason." 47 Likely the Wisconsin student, along with others expelled for homosexuality, felt the same.
Conclusions and Future Research
The history of gays and lesbians on campuses, as either faculty or stu dents, in the pre-McCarthy years has yet to be written. The case of Richard Jackson led us to learn about a series of other cases: a purge of as many as ten faculty and fifteen students from the University of Texas in 1944; a faculty member and another student at Missouri the year before Jackson's case; and five students, some of whom were veterans in college on the G.I. Bill, at the University of Wisconsin in 1948. Patrick Dilley's oral histories suggest there also may have been a purge at the 
